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UNITE D‘\TES ENVIRONMENTAL PROT ECTION.':NCY

Ir. James R, Campbell, Ph.D,

Program Manager, Previously Ownad Properties
Keystone Environmental Services, Inc,

436 Seventh Avenue, Suite 1940

Pittsburgh, PA 15219

Re: IJraft Remedial Investigation Report
for the South Cavalcade Site

Dear Or, Campbell:

EPA Region 6 has reviewed the draft Remedfal Investigation (RI)
report for the South Cavalcade Street site. We recognize that considerable
effort was spent in conducting the field work and writing the report,
Overall, the report includes sufficient information to portray the site
characteristics and as sych is a commendable first draft,

Jde do, as usual, have some comments regarding the report. Most of
the report will only require minor revisions to respond to aur comments.,
For your convenience, we have labeled these comments as editorial
corments. The editorial comments need no further discussion or
explanation; we expect that you will be able to revise the report to
respond to these without any difficulty.
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Conversely, there are several sections within the report which were
either unclear or raised some technical questiong. These comments will
require further discussion before we can reach an complete understanding
on these points. Ye will discuss these at the February 12, 1983,
meeting,

Should you have any questions about these cormients, please contact
Jim Penderqgast at (214) 655-6735,

Sincerely yours,

Larry D, lright, Chief
Superfund Enforcement Section

Enclosure

cc: J. Sorrels, TWC

AT 0 0
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Par Line
2 -
2 4
2 -
Tab 1-1
2 1
3 3
Bullets
4 1
2 -
1 -~

2
2
1
t
1
2
3
6

Comment
Add discussion about general

Replace the column
trations"

Replace "ty with g

EDITORIAL COMMENTS gN VOLUME | GF T

HE DRAFT RI REPORT

ground water figy direction,

headings for "Max imum Detected Concen-
with "Maximum Sampie™,

Add a Paragraph to discuss the areas surrounding the site.

The date of Meridia
date on Figure (-2,

n ownership does not agree with the
Make the appropriate correction.

Note that this work is also cajled the HcClelland Study.

Reword *"pRp criteri
what you are meanin

What is "Lgye} A"?

Lo jit,

Add the Work Plan to t

o jt,

The numberg do not tota]:

Delete "general™ apd *
L] L} L

lﬂilll‘ll:ll:!l

l%ﬂllﬁﬂllll‘l

Either def

generally",
“"

T 2 3 a 3

33!1323!3!3333!!-‘&3!32

a adopted by EPA" tg better express

ine it or detete reference

he Appendices if you are referring

21+9 does not equal 29+2,
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3-25

3-33

3-40

Par

5

Lo

Fig

last

Tab
Tab
Tab
Tab

Line
5

1

4-11

3

5-3
5-4
5-5
5-8

12

EDITORTAL COMMENTS ON VCLUME { continued

Comment

Identify who reported the subsidence.

Replace "1886" with "19g7",

[dentify the median Income and age groups. This infgr-
mation vs available from the census and also from the
North Cavalcade R} report.

Define “aeriai photaography anomaly arsag",

[nsert "necessarily" after "are not",

Replace "to" with "beyand"”.

Replace "two"™ with "the two upper®,

Replace the comma with a semicolon.

Revord the titie to indicate that these are the HSL
organics which were sampled during the field work,

Describe the use of data under each validation class, For
example. the qualified data can only be used to indicate
the presence of contaminants. and not to quantify the
magnitude,

Add boring A26-5B03 to the plot,

fdentify whicgh samp'e is from the deep aquifer.

This is awkward. This is already in Sectian §.

Replace "3«10% with "3-3".

Insert "Round t and Round 2" after "of the",

Split these tables to separate the water and sediment
data. This will alloy the tables to more closely follow
the text. At present, it [s awkward to keep flipping
pages to understand the points made in the text,

Add a statement abgut bls(z—ethylhexyl)phthalate to ghaw
that it is alsgo found in the blank, and {s a likely
sampling induced contaminant.

Replace "disclosed™ with "ohserved”.

insert "the” before *character".
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36

37

38

38

40

af

a2

43

a4

45

a5

47

Page Par Lina
6-1 3 4
6-3 4 3
6-3 4 5
6-4 1 6
6-5 Tab §-}
6-9 Fig 6-1
74 2 a6
7-13 3 5
7-16 | i
7-16 3 4
7-23 2 3
7-24 | 9
7-30 2 3
731 2 2
7-16 | ]
7-16 3 6
7-24 | 1§
7-33 3 6
7-16 3 7
7-17 3
725 3
718 Fig 7-1
7-22 Fig 7-2
18 2 ---
?-19 2 10
21 1 9

EDITORIAL COMMENTS OM VaLUME ! zzntinyeg

Comment

Add a sentence tg identify the number of valid,
quaiitative, and invalid samples.

Replace "was" with "ware".
fdentify the sample numbers within this sentence,

Raplace "29 mg/kg™ with "below the method datection
fevei”, Othervise, the next sentence baccmes
contradictory,

Redo this table using units of mgskg. Thig vill better
Support the discussion an page 6-4,

The shading of the unpaved areay distracts from the
Burface and surficial soil staining areas. Remove Lhe
Unpaved area shading unless {t is agsential for your
digcussion,

Are the totals for ground water saaples correct? You tige
82 tatal gaoples with 22 total QA/QC saaples. This dives
40 total flald samples. On page 7-3 you list 60 samples.

Add a sentence to gtate that these compounds are not
likely contaminants at the creosote sitg.

Woe prefer that You use the number of locations where
contamination was detectad Father than the number of
samples. One objective of the Ri report iy tg identify
the aextent of contamination; the locations are a better
Indicator of extent than are the gampies.

"

Bagin the sentence by stating "in the other X borings.",

Repiace "no™ with "no detected (10 ug/)n,
n L | " L

L] L] L}

" L] L} ] n " ]

Begin the sentence by stating "In the other 12 walls, ",

Replsza "tairly welt distributed” with "found”.
L] L 3 [ ] " "

Add tha CDM weli regsulty,
L ] E "

L] "

Add a figure to show the volatile compounds.

insert the maximum CDX cancentrationg,
” L1 ]

" " L]
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51
52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

66

6t

62

63

64

7-34

7-3a
7-34

7-35

7-3a
7-40
Liv

7-443
7-04

7-45

7-46

EDITORIAL COMMENTS oN VOLUME { continued

Comment

Par Lins
3 i
2 i
1 16
1 5
2 &
2 9
3 a
3 - -
1 2
3 - -
A -
2 -
3 -
3 - -
Bullets
Fig 7-5
1 2
2 4
3 - -
1 -

The first sentence either belongs in the above paragraph
or elde should be a separate paragraph.

Insert “which could accaunt for the variation” after
"location™.

The gecond and third sentences in this paragraph say the
same thing abount each round, Why not delete "Round "
from the second Sentence, and delete the third?

Delete "at Honitoring Well SCK-MWI{ ang".

The review would he more easily conducted if the results
vere directly compared {n a table.

Replace "100" with "ig",

Compare the metal concentrations to the background for
Unit 3. Aithough not an exact comparison, we belfeve the
Unit 3 backyground sampie can also serve to indicate the
background for Unit 4.

Insert "in CAV-OWOg" after "compounds®.

Add the maximun values of the samples.
L}

" L] a ] " L]

fn line 4 , reference a hap to identify these areas, and
in line 5, append "and had concentrations aexceeding |
agrkg”.

Add "There were xx of these borings."

This paragraph is unciear. Wa are nat sure which area you
are discussing. Reword to make it clearer.

tdentify the levels of surrogate and laboratory responsas
which you used to determine the presence of caontamination,

Add a map and discussign for volatiles and metals.
" ] "

L LJ L] L L L

L) i " " [ L] . o n

Identify the method detection ievel,
L. ] e § [ o

The aquifer thicknesses are missing.

The ground water voiumes are missing.
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1| continued

Ne Page Par Line Camment
TA-}

85 TA-1 ------- The units ghould be the same as in the text (mg/kg:.
7A_,4 ,,,,,,, L] L L " L] " LJ - L] " "
7A..5 _______ w o n L} L1 L] " ] L] " ]
TA<B w——v-== a L] L L] " " L L] L "
7A-9 P, " L " n L] L LI ] L L] L
TA-10Q wocowax L] L L] L - L} L I " L w~

66 Appendix 7B The valldation status is missing.

§7 8-3 Tab 8-1 Add the time of day to the coluan headings.

68 8-13 1\ & Raplace "27" with "i7%.
69 8-13 1 6 Add "which have HEG's™ after "invegtigated™. g:
70 8-i8 & I Replace "27" wlih "{7", A}
@O

71 68-18 & i Add "which have HEG'g™ after "analyzed®. )
72 8-18 4 2 Repisce "!lmits" with "MEG's", o
73 8-19 3 1 Definme trace quantities as "tass than 0.0! ug/HS".
74 9-5 Tab §-! The table {s misasing the geometri{c¢ means, and {3 not

9-6 Tab 9-2 consistent when reporting zero occurrences.

9-8 Tab 9-3 n " " " "

2-10 Tab 9-4 " “ " " -

9-12 Tab 9-5 " " " " "

9-13 Tab 9-% " " " " " -
75 89-15 Solis The pathways for the trespassers algo apply ta the on-glte

sorkers. Fix the table to show this,

E RO R R X B 2 OE R ORE K OEOROFOFRE R OREOREROREEEOEREREEER RNOE R OR GG

EDITORIAL COMHMENTS ON VOLUME 2 OF THE DRAFT R! REPORT

Mo Page Par ine Canment

1 Appendix & Add the 9/17/86 letier from James Campbell which requests ;
the revised sampling program. X
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EDITORIAL COMMENTS gn VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAFT R| REPORT

Page Par Line
A-6

Figure

- 1

C-2  Note 2
c-3 2 ---
C-4 Table
€-6 3 13
C-11 1 1
o
€-11 3 ---
E-3  Table
Appendix |
J~13 Table

J-1a 2 7
Appendix I,

Appendix R

LComment

The wel! log in Appendix F shows a clayey sand for SCK-POS
at 51 feet instead of a silty sand. The nearby boring
A26-5B03 alsg shows a clayey sand at 51 fest.
Delete "general™ and "generally".

] - " . ] "

[, 4 [ n .

What i5 this describing?

ldentify {n this Paragraph a high value from the data.
This is needed for comparison to the low values discussed.

The "zero” for zing should be ®a-,
Insert "total aromatie hydrocarbons™ after “samples”.
The first part of the Sentence is misging.

Show the data regarding the replicates.
” - L1 L] L g L]

Tha data are missing from the table.

The shallow plot for 8/28/85 is either mis-dated or out of
order,

The sieve curve for SCK-PO1 on page A-5 does not intersect
the 10% ling. Therefore, the Hazen approximation shouid
be <1.0xi0 °.

Replace "legs® vith "moren,

Add the well records for wells 407, 408, and 438,

Add the validation status for each sample,
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS oN VOLUME | OF THE DRAFT ®l REPORT

Page Par Line

Comment

-1 3 ---

4-9  Fig 4-4c

4-11 Fig 4-de

4-33 3 ¢
4-36 2 ---
4-40 3 ---
4-33 3 g

Add a subsectian which identifies the contaminants related
to the historicaj ocperations and which were expected tog be
faund onsite. You alsc need to briefly discussg the chemi-
cal and physical Properties af these contaminants. The
toxicoiogical Properties can be discussed in Section 9.

Add a subsection Wwhich discusses the extert and nature of
the contaminant problem. This ig a required item ynder
the 1885 R| guidance.

Do the cited hazardous waste releases affect the South
Cavalcade site? Each incident must be identified in a
table as tg the location. | am pParticularly interested if
there is a release aof any contaminant for which you
tested.

The figure shows that MW16 is screened in a sandy clay.
The log for the well shows a clay. Therefore, are the
data from this wel] meaningful? Note that this wall alane
causes the interpretation gf a northerly flaw an the
sauthern side of the praoperty (Figure 4-17, page 4-42),
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The tigure shows that PO5 ig screened 1n a sandy ciay.
However, the wel] log shaws a silty sand and a nearby _—_ ~
boring shows a ¢layey sand. Therefore, do you believe the e
data from this well jg meaningful? Note that Pos had the . -
lowest hydraulic conductivity (two orders of magnitude) - T
amongst ali{ the borings tested in this aquifer (Table 47,
page 4-43), )

How does the shallgw aquitard affect the recharge of the

shallow aquifer?

Why did you only use the elevation data frog Novenber 30, N '
1987, in portraying the ground vater flow? g this date
typical of the ather dates, or of the average? )

Does this plotting program incarpaorate hydrogeolical _;f - o
principies? I[f nct, then we cannot accept the plot as 'aﬁ““_
Valid. . -

How should the ground water thearetically vary due to the

interspersed sand and clay lenses? Do the water elevatian "
observatiansg conform with your -expectations fromrthe
borings? T




No Fage Par

10 4-40

11 4-43 Tab 4-7

12 4-47 Fig 4-19

13 5-21¢
vii
14 5-27
ix
15 5-27
ix
16 6-2
6-3

1

v S ¥1)

Line

TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME L continued

Conment

]

W

We am not convinced that the ground water flow is
correctly portrayed in Figure 4-17 on page 4-42. First,
the contour plot reflects only curve fitting and not
hydrogeoicgical interpretations. Second, the plot is
heavily reliant upon well MW23 which may not be screened
in the same sand lens as are the other wells directly %o
the west. Third., the plot i{s heavily reliant upon well
HW16 which is screened in a clay jayer.

We am not convinced that the hydraulic conductivity for
POS represents the upper intermediate aquifer. Nearby
borings show clayey sand and sandy clay. The clays may
account for the conductivity which is two orders of magni-
tude lower than the average of the other three wells.

Is DW02 too far to the west to have a chance of capturing
any potential contamination from the source areas? This
figure suggestrs that we need a deep well to the east.

Ye disagree. All you have shown is that the water concen-
trations are no more than slightly above the drinking
water criteria. Howevar, you have not addressed toxicity
to agquatic organisns, This could be a probiem as shoun
below. 1t is premature to make any statement about sig-
nificance of contaminant levels in the RIl, and that this
will be addressed in the FS.

Maximum EPA Chronic Is it A
Fallutant Sample Criterion Cancern?
Arsenic 56 48 maybe
Copper i 12 maybe
Lead 31 3.2 yes
Mickel 36 160 no
Silver 11 0.12 yes
Zinc t40 110 maybe

units in ug/l

We disagree with the inference ahcut PAH concentrations in
the sediments. The concentration of the background sam-
ple. 5CK-SDit., is 7.7 mg/kg whereas the concentratian of
the highest sample. SGCK-SD04, is 236 amg/kg. Therefare,
the presence of PAHs in the background is insignificant in
relation to the overall contamination.

We disagree that metal concentrations reflect background
conditiaons. Cadmium {n SCK-SDO3 and copper in SCK-SD04
are over double the background levels in SCK-SDOS.

You are stating that the surrogate testing did not ghaw
contamination in areas with observable soil staining.

Does this detract from the validity of the surrogate
methods?

006295
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TECHNICAL CGMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 centinued

No Page Par Line Comment

17 6-3 4 3 This sentence is unclear; it can be interpreted to mean
7-1 2 10 that invalid data were used in the evaluation. Invalid
T-15 2 14 data should not be used. We beiieve you mean to say that
7-23 | 14 some qualitative data were used along with the valid data
7-30 t 8 in the evaluation,
i8 ©6-4 2 Table Why is lead not listed? We understand that lead may not a
¥ 2 =-- typical contaminant at a creosote site, but the site data
7-16 2 --- shous that lead was found in concentrations exceeding the
7-24 % --- background. Therefore, include lead in these tables.
7-30 4 - "
19 6-10 4 1 What da yau mean by "significant™? Rephrase this para-
graph to discuss the factual findings and not a judgement -
on findings. Significance will be discussed in the Feasi- N
bility Study report after the public health risk has heen =
evatuated. ~N
O
20 7-3 2 What is the validation status for the ground water o
samples?
P o
2t 7-10 3 & Ue do not agree that all four lecations show "fairly
consistent™ results. Weil MW-16 has chemical parameters
which are much greater than the parameters for the other
three wells.
22 7-35 2 -~ Why were berings AQL1-5B03, A0i-5B09, and A03-SB0OS not

included in this analysis?

23 7-36 1t 5 What about A10-$8B01? This boring has the highest concen-
tration in the scutheastern area.

24 745 ------ Why not identify the volume of soils associated with the
¢ontaminated ground water?

25 8-12 2 13 The last part of the paragraph is confusing. One sentence
states that {t is impossible to evaluate collection effi-
ciency whereas the next sentence says it is satisfactory.

26 B8-2 ------- Where is the discussion on data valadation for air
samples.
27 9-7 1 What about surficial soils? Are these also of interest?

Yhat about future development which may result in breach-
ing the paved areas? Thegse issues must also be addressed

28 §-i1 2 Lead was found at concentrations exceeding the background.
xvii 4 Whv isn*t it congidered a PGOC?

29 9-15 Sediment Access is not restricted for all ditches. Therefore, the
9-17 2 2 term Ytrespassers" is naot completly accurate. We prefer
9-26 Sediment the term “non-workers™.

A e e e
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TECHN{CAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 1 continued

Page Par Line Comment
1

8-Ze 6 Some of the metals in the surface water exceed EPA chronic
9-z7 aquatic water criteria. Ye disagree with this statement
XHi in the report.

9-18 Grdwater Another future pathway is migration of the subsurface
9-20 2 wastes to a well which could pravide a pathway for migra-
9-27 Grdwater tion to a lower aquifer. Add thig pathway.

XX Grduater "

IIQl*llII!II!‘IEIQ‘I!!II]IIIIIlli!iil

TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON VOLUME 3 OF THE DRAET RJ REPORT

Page Far Line Comment

A-1 Table Expltain why sample A14-5B03-19 hasg a hydraulic eondyctiv-
ity which is two orders of magnftude greater than the
others from thisg aquitard.

C-t ! 1 What measure was evaluated? Vere you evaluating the pre-
sence ar magnitude of contamination? This paragraph
impties magnitude: the statement discusses presence.

¢c-1 1 It How was agreement on negative correlations used?

c-3 3 -=- WUe do not believe you have sufficient data to make any
statistically significant statement about w-ray fluore-

scence. However, we agree that your data and lack of data

shows that x-ray fluorescence is not a proven methnd for
this site.

Appendix [ Ve have problems with the manner in which thesea plots were

drawn, The computer only fits curves to data. [t does
not praovide hydrogeclogical interpretations.

J-2 Table We have problems with SCK-PO5. Part of the boring log
from Appendix F shows 3 clayey sand. Nearby borings show
a clayey sand (A26-5B03) and a sandy clay (A26-5B08).

$-5 ce--aoo. Add a discussion on precision. This involves calculating

a relative standard deviation (%RSD) and comparing it on a

contaminant specific basig toc the XRSD from the EPA CcLp
program. Ve have mailed ygu an EPA repart whiech presents
the CLP results and describes the methodalogy for calcu-
lating the %RsD,

Appendix § The blank sample SW08-0t has a high lead content, but al|
of the inarganic data in Appendix P weres partrayed as
valid. Doesn't the high lead blank make the tead resuilts
anly qualitative?
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